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Student Involvemeht: A Survey of.
. .,* 9 .

Counseling/PsychologyfTrainiu_Programs\
Abstrac3K v

. , .....ed- .

4Reseanch in the areas of management and organizational behavior

/. lends supnort to the importance of involving' all organizational 4-,

,
f A

' s ..

jmembers,indecisiop making processes. This involvement allows the
. /

-4

,'individuals involved to meet-their needs of self-de ermina4Z
r

k

within the organization asiWell as improves. the quality of the

';",

decisions made. Japanese mahagers have been aware of .the advantages

of employeednvolvement fohm _no n as Quality°Control Circles.

(Ouchi,,1981).. In this organizational schema, employee, who work

together form circles that meet weekly, to study orobleths, collect
. ,

. and analyze data and formulate and implement problem°,solying steps..

Cons4ently, conflict between the needs of the employees and the

organization are.diministied and employees_ are more likely to be

loyal, comMitted and productive (Pascale & Athos, 1981).

The theory and res6rch cited above might usefully be applied .

A tito student involvement.in counseling psychology programs.ograms.
'N

,,The purpose of this. paper'is to investigate the level of student

6t.

involvement Ph:D. cpunseling osichology trOining programs .as a

f'
way of assessing their health:. In the pring 0 1983 a survey

counseling psychology training programs assessed their fevels of

studentinvolhiement. Directors and students compled questionnaires -'

which investfgatedkothclormal and informal mechanisms of student
1,



involVement, the impact of that invoyvement, "ideal" levels of

student involvement; and barriers toward reaching/these revels.

Analyse§ identified the -nature and extent of student involvement

acros teaining.
,

programs as well as differences between the
. ,

pereeptions of stud6nt involvement by DirectOrs and :students.

Result§.of the survey ard:presentedland 'discussed.,
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Theory and research in the areas of management and

, . . .

organizational behavior lends,a7port to the importance-of involving

all members in the decision -making, processes of an organization,

This .body of knowledge might usefully be applied to the ,issue, of

student involveMent in counseling psYchology training programs.by

conceptualizing students as members, albeit temporary ones Of the

training program's prganization. The purroes of this paper are
,71 %,1

. . .

twcfold: (1) to extend this thecAv and research to the issuelLpf

student involvement and (2) to i'eport the results of a survey of

fiudent involvement-in counseling-psychblogy-training prOgraMs done

in the Spring of 1983.

Theoretical Rationale

1

A ne organizatilional theory, _the open systems

apProach Katz & Kahn, 1966), members of an or lzatio4 will seek

to meet their needs of self-determination, accomplishment and the "

expression of individual skills and taints within the organization

of which they are a member. Katz & Kahn express the belief that a

continuing challengeand major task for organizational leaders is

to
4
prect this enthusiasb and motivation of the group merilbers

toward the accomplishMent of the collective task. The creation of

formal and informal mechanisms of involvement can be seen then as

organizational attempts to involve their members in ways designed

to .meet both the needs of the organizatiqn and of the MeMbers

r



themselves,

The creat

in the decisio

e

on of democratic procedures which involve members..-

Raking nd policy formatiod processes of: the

organzati ppears to be the major wayorgahtiations have chosen
.

to meet this challenge and improve the qualjtp.qkwork life fbrg2-

their employees .(Tuttle,,--1983). A.recent. and 'perhaps the most

well known:evo4l. qion o his form of par icipation is the Quality

,Control Circle, originate 15y Japanese managers as,their way of

insuring worker involvement,,in .the' decision making processes of

ithe organization (Ouchi, 1981). 'In this-organizational schema, A
P

employees who work together fo m circles, that

meet weekly to study problems,, collect and analyze.data':

0-formulate and implement problem.solving steps. Japanese- managers,

report that 1pin oNianiiations that use these Quality Coolltrol_

Circles, conflict between the needs of the employees tnti the .

organizatton are diminished and theeplmees are, more loyal,

committed and Productive (Pascale & Athos, 1981).

Indeed, it has become-axiomatic,and has seen demonstrated

repeatedly n small groyp research and inorginizational.s.tudies

(Aronson° 1980; Gray_.1 St rke, 1977; Katz & Kahn, 1:966) that pe4161

have greater fee'lings'of ommitment to decftbonsi,in which they

have a part. more er:;tappears.that the dis,:ribution'of.;':i.,-
.,J ,f
.1 ,

. 4 ,.

4(,decision- making ,and other leadership,rphopsibjitiesWithin an

organization improves performance by afore fUljy utilqing all
-'(

. tt
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members' knowledge and skills..7This pri4ciple, Wdistributing

the functiohS Of.-eadership, cannot be extended indefinitely, of

course, or the organization will'be'deprived-of the effectiveness
. "

of the division of labor IKatz & Kahn; 1966). Katz and Kahn

.

0966) believe that the, members' sharing in drganizationkl

,decisions leads to their perception of being/an important paYt of

the organization whiCh in turn leads to reduceNd turnover and
.

__
,

absenteeism,,increaSed productivity and increased spontaneous and

innovative behavior by the organizational MemberS.

.These hypotheSes have been supported by empirIcal 'research as

vigil. White and Lippi'tt it (1953), n
ifr
a pioneering study, demonstrated

'` ,. .
,--- ,1

that children showed better interpersonal relations, higher morale
.

.

....

and, greater productivity under a democratic style of leadership'
,

and
1, fan in an autocrati- c atmosphere. Similarly, Coch and Frdhch'

. ...1
,_

- "

(1953) found that increases in employee participation in "the form
, .

.of group meetings', led to'increased production and to fewer

fymptoes of resistence land wrmict with the management of these

organizations.

More recently, French, Israel and As (1960) demonStrated that

employedcparticipation affec,ted labor-management relations and'job

satisfaction but only when the employees felt that their

participation was legitimate and of importance. Token

participatton or participation not perceived ofsas important did

not increase employee morale.

. , r
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In conclusion, legitimate' employee participation in,an
,.

OrganizatioWs.decision making processes appears to be important

for improving the quality of work life,.inlcuding increased morale,

produCtivit§ and employee commitment as well as improving thi

actual quality of the decisions made by the, organization;

Principles generated by' this body of organizational theory and

research, then, mightusefutly be applied to'tounseling psychology

training programs by conceptualizing students as important,

although temporary, members of the training programs who bring

IL with them expertise and enthusiasm and thus make important

contributjons to the on-going decision-making processes of the

training program.

. ej. .

Method
. .e.

.

. In the Spring of 1983, two student involvement surveys were
.

,sent to the counseling psychology4trainipg programs whose Dire4ors

I

were members of the Council of'Counselinp Psychology Training

Programs as listed on the 1981-1982 rostr., The Directors were
{

P '

asked to complete one survey and reque-st4d to ask a student ino

'

,

their program .to complete the second identical survey: Ninety
. ,

surveys were mailed. Twelve were returned with notes saving that

there was no longer counseling psychology training program

. I

operating at that school or the survey had been sent in error.
" K

_.,
thir:tY-three Directors completed and returied their surveys for a

,



response rate of 42%. YTwenty-eight students completea..and,.

returned their'surveys for a response rate of 36%. Of the surveys

returned, 48% (N=16) reprsented'APA approved or proviSionally. d

approved programs, 30% (WO) represented prpgrams that were not

,r
currently. APA approved but were in bhe process of seeking approval

while 21% (N=7). represented non4PA approved programs with no

. future plans to seek this approval. Tables 1 and 2 reflect further

demographic descriptions of the pre.grams who' are represented in

the study.

Insert Tables 1 and 2 a out here

Instrument \

The survey instrument, entitled Studen\ Involvement Survey,

was constructed to assess formal and Informal` mechanisms ofstudent

involvement, and perceived impact of. student'inVolvement. In

addition', respondents were asked to describe their 'Wear levels

Of student involvement, perceived or anticipated barriers toward

these levels and their satisfaction with current levels of student

involvement existing in their programs. (See Appendix for the

complete survey.)

Results

Mechanisms of Student Involvement,

Formal Student InvolveMent

Results of the survey indicate that 94% of counseling psychology
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.

training programs have at least one formal mechanism for. involving

students in the program. Of the ,remaining 6% (N=2), one of these

programs is a newly created program (January, 1983) and one.reports
,

plans to 'formally irkflude students soon. These-form41 mechanisms

include el6cted, appointed or volunteer students who represent the

other students' points of view.. Seventy percent of°the Directors

surveyed reported that these representatives attend faculty

meetings; moreover 52% of these Directors reported that these_.,

student representatives have full voting rights On all issues

except those involving other students. - -other duties of these

formal student representatives include serving on committees,

acting as riasons betomenkttudents and faculty, handling faculty

evaluations and mentoring new students. The most frequently

mentioned task was committee work; the most often mentioned

committee was the admissions committee. Thirty-nine percent of the

programs surveyed included students on this committee; 19%

mentioned. the inclusion of students on the cirriculum committee.; 16%

mentioned the inclusion Of students on the policy committee and 137

mentioned the, inclusion of students on the faculty search committee.

Most of the student representatives are elected by the students

or by a formal student organization but in one program only faculty

members are allowed to vote in representative elections and in one

program faculty sheet the student representative film 4 tydup or

three students elected first by the students. In addition to

1 u



these- formal student representatiVes,/36 of the programs surveyed

have formal_ student organizations Such as Graduate Student
,v;

ASsociations or'Counseling PsyChology Clubs.

The students surveyed had very similar ideas about the duties.

of the formal student representatives,, ,they mentioned that

te-

periodically polled student opinion,.promoted faculty-student

communication and in general representated the interests of the

7

students to the faculty. Qther duties mentionedtincluded serving

on committees, reprw;enting the program to the Department, updating

program brochures and ,helping the faculty prepare for APA site
a

-visits. It should also be noted that statistical tests indicate

that program size does not seem to be associated with the

existence of mechanisms for formal student involvement nor does

APA accreditation. APA and non APA programs do not differ on their

use of formal mechanisms of student" involvement.

Informal Student involvement

Organizational- psychologists have also speculated that the

existence of informal, less conspicuous mechanisms of worker

involvement ,impacts the oroanizatton and. is aes.ociated with

Inc eedincreased performance and satisfaction. , /OT of the

Directors surveyed and 61' of the students reported the existence

of inforiml mechtnisms of student involvement in their training

programs. The theme of "doctorili students as junior colleague,"

was mentioned by 151; of the Directors. In these programs students



are involved in pogramatic teaching, research, social -events and

workshoos. Twenty-one percent of.Athe Directors mentioned that the

students sponsored workshops and seminars; other function; students

are fulfilling fqr their training programs include planning social

events, orientation for new students, organizing internship files,

coeputer language files and organizing faculty brown-bag luncheons.

Again, As with formal involvement, APA approved programs and non.

APA approved programs do not differ significantly in the degree of

informal student involvement or in the kind of ways students are

involved. This is true for small and large programs a well.

A(Idi t ional I orm., of ',rodent.. Invo1vemenit

the survey requested the Dirly-tor.3 and students to describe

any additional forms of student involvement that exist within their

training programs. Sevirral Directors mentioned that. Doctoral

students aro highly involved in the training and swevision of

students in the Masters program. Other forms of involvement

include the assignment of each Doctoral student to a faculty member

to assist in teaching, research, supervision and social affairs, in

return for financial old (N-I), having the student; do' volunteer

work in the c.l ink as with the program (N-f1, Planning the

annual faculty-student retreat (N-1) and participating in facultvw

Student Sports teams (W-')



.qmfiact,of Student InVolvement,

1

The Diredtot-s.surveyed repored'thatstudents haVe had. a

9

sag.p.ifiCant impact on many areas-of their training pmgrams including

.program polidy formation; progi'am curr,jiculum study an nges,

admissionof new students, program goals, prbgram seminars, faculty

hiring, student administered committees and facility administered

committees. Students surveyed also reported that student

involvement has impacted these areas of their training programs

although Directors and students differe'd significantly of 'their

`reports of the number of areas o student impact (F=4.81, p<.05),.

(See Table,3 for Directors and student's perceptions of imp'act.)

In all cases, Directors perceived student impact to be greater than

did the students, Directors and students differedirst significantly

in their perceptions of student impact on the areas of program

policy formation, program curriculum, program coals and faculty

hiring.

Insert Table 3 about here

However, most DireCtors and students agreed that there exists

a positive relationship betweemstudent involvement and morale of

both students and fdculty. Fifty-five.percent (N=18) of.the

Directors surveyed repotted that student involvement was good for

student morale while 27% (N=9) felt it was good for faculty morale

as well. DirectorS spOke very positively of the impact of student

13
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.10

involvement saying that students bring knowledge and concern to. their

pro4rams, .help moid their programs to meet the individual student't

needs and in general."keep faculty more honest."
. I

Studentt also reported that student inVoLvement is good for

sttlidentMorale.43%) (N=12) and faculty morale (36%) (N=10).

However,' 25% of the students°(N=7) mentioned that student morale

was low, with a consonant 4eling of having little impact on the

program especially in the areas of policy and curricular Changes.

In addition, two students mentioned that the consideration of

student opinion by the facultyeepended greatly upon which

particular presented the idea. Thus, it is not surprising

that the Directors and students differed on their reports of

satjsfaction ith their current levels of student involvement.

Directors feel more satisfied with the student involvement existing

in their prog

however, most

ams than do students (X2=5.46; n<10). In general,

Directors and students agreed that students have

positively,impacted their training Programs and that a positive

relationship exists between the morale of both the students and

faculty and student,involvement. It should be noted, as well, that

small and large programs do not differ significantly on the number

of areas impacted by student involvement nor do APA and non APA

approved programs.

Ideal Levels,of Student Involvement and'PerceivedBarriers

In addition to being guerid d about formal and informal

o.

14



mechanisms of student'invOlvement and their impact, Directors a9d

students'were also asked to describe "ideal" levels of student t.

involvement and experienced or anticipated barriOrs toward this,

level. A. expected, most Directors felt that ideal levels, of

student in lvement have e gaged students in all major areas of

the program, including po icy and curriculum decisions. Many

birectors mentyoped that student involvement was necessary for

student learning, that students shoulcOave increasing

responsibilities in the program, and that one goal of student

involvement should be engaging studentS:in providing, feedback about

the program's effectiveness. Several Directors mentioned that

extensive student -frivolvement is ideal and indeed is necessary to

help students fashion their professional identities as counseling

psychologists. One Director called'it "self-involvement" and said

it was necessary to maximize student learning and that student

inVolvement mist demonstrate a high leyel of faculty-student

academic, professional and personal committment.

This was not the case with all Director however. Several

Directors differed significantly from the ideal levels described

above. These Directors conceptualized students more as "consultants"

on majordecisions and issues with the final decision making"'

remaining as the sole prerogative of the-faculty.

Students, too, conceptualize a sigh level of student

involvement as the ideal. A common theme was the desire for

iI

,15
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faculty to -treat students as colleagues rat* than a subordinates;
r

many students exi)/essed the desire for formal ,voting rights and

attendance at all faculty meetings so that students and faculty

could work. together on issues important to.the program. Many

students expreSsed the concern and desire to be actively involved

and have direct access to decisions that affect their training.

Regarding barriers, several Directors mentioned the lack of

continuity of rlestudents because of their matriculation through

the program and the "resistance": that some faculty members show

toward the involvement of the students. The most commonly

entioned barrier by the Directors, however (18%) is the time

onstraint placed upon the students by the academic demands of the

A

program leaving them little time to devote to programmatic

administrative work. Other barriers mentioned by the.Directors

are listed in Table 4.

Insert Table.4 & 5 here

Students also felt that a prominent barrier in the way of

.
reaching the ideal level, of student involvement is the "busy-ness"

f the students as well as students',1ack of motivation to

participate. One student mentioned the awkwardness of being a

student representative and described it as "losing my country"-

feelina neither like a faculty member or a member of the student

body. However, the most ofte6,mentioned barriers were faculty

1
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A

resistence, and the apatOy of the studenti, both vientililaedby 18% s

13

/'
(11=5) of, the students. See-Table 5 for further'listing of bav'riers.

mentioned:by the Students.

Conclusion

In conclusion, both Directors and,students conceptualize high,

levels of student involvement as necessary ingredients of well-

'funCtioning counseling psycholbgy training programs, mentioning.

organtzational rewards similar to those,discussed_by organizattonal

managers.' These rewards include increased morale, on the part of

faculty And students, increased satisfaction and in'crease4

'committment to the program,. In addition, many Directors prize the

knowledge, and concern that student's bring to their training

programs and feel that higt)er quality decisions are made by the

involvement of students with faCulty in the deciSion making processes.

However,"the results of this survey also indicae that

Directors and students,differ.on theirperceptions of student

involvement; Directors perceive student involvement as having.

greater impact on major decisions made by the faculty than do the

students. Consequently, students report being 'significantly less

satisfied,with their levels ofinvolvement thin are Dtrectors.

When asked to describe ideal levels of student' involvement,

however, Directors and students describe very similar levels of

involvement and mention very similar. barriers to this level, in

particular the "busy-ness" of the students with acaderiic and

A 4

, 17
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-financial demands.

seems cle6'. then, that although student'involvement is an ;

important aspect of well-functioning training programs, and is

'highly prized by. both students andiaculty, Directors and students

need to work closely together to create levels of student

involvement.thatare comfortable for both faculty and students

and to create environments In which this. involvement can grow and

prosper..

J

to
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Table

1'

Xharacteri cs of:Surveyed Programs

(In NuMber of Programs ) .

gram Sfze ( In ;iUmbers ,of students )

16

none

Fu1 1,-ti me c 0

Part.; 0'?*Students 14

small

-1-10

3

medium

11-20

15

4

large

21-30

7

2

1 a rger

31-40

4

2

very large

3

a.

Table 2.

Facul ty

Full -time

Part-time

none

0

3.

sinal 1 medium large very large

11-5 6-10 11-15 16-25

13 13 3

. 13 10 1 1

2 ti
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1010,3

#

Comparilon of OtrectOrs and StudentsPercept*ons

of the Impact of Student` Involvement

1.7

Program Area % of Directors who

reported student impact

Nf p

4
% of Students who

reported student impact

% N

Policy . 88 29 64 18 * p<.05

Curriculum 97' 32 68 19 * p<.05

Admission 66 22 50 14

Goals 79 26 54 15 * p<.05

Seminars 82% 27 71 20

Faculty hiring 82 27 39 11 ** p<.001 1

Student Committees 73 24 50 14

Faculty Committees 70 23 61 17

Directors and.Students also differed,on the number of areas they perceived the

student impact. F=4.81 60 df, p<A5

21



Table 4

Barriers ,Toward Student InvolvAent

c.

b Director's Perceptions'

18

"Busy7ness"of students with academic demands as well as.financial

obligations S

Student turnover which leads to a lack of continuity; lack' a "history"

Faculty resistance

Faculty feaching.and advising loads are too heavy to involve students

.Pressure from the Department to accept more students in the program
consequently having more students in the program than optimal

A-political students

Lack of financial aid which would permit students more time to'devote

to the program

Lack of administrative autonomy of the program

Lack 2,1 student "rewards" to the faculty f6rproviding involvement .

Difficulty of keeping information confidential if students were to be

involved iniprogrammatic business

<1 3

<1 2

<1 1

<1

<1 1

<1 1

<1 1

<1 1

22
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Table 5

Harriers Tima;'d Student Involvement

19

Student'S Perceptions

ti

Faculty resistance 18 5

A-political students 18

"Busy-ness" of students with academic demanth as well as financial

obligations
11 3

Student turnover which leads to a lack of continuity; lack a "history" -I 2

Lack of administrative autonomy of the program ,:l 2

External<aadards such as APA Accreditation guidelines 1 1

Awkardness of being a student representative; lose your "country" 1

Faculty lack of cohesiveness
1

Student lack of skills necessary to participate in programmatic

decisions
1

Faculty favoritism of certain students 1

Lack- of central meeting place for students <1 1
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Appondi* A

OIN1 INvikv[MOt '',ukV(Y

Demographic DAtd

Students

How miny full-time dthjoral student..., hie your program Iwire

(NOT including those on interrlhip or pt interwThip)

HOw many Part-time OCtoral Students does your program haVe?

B. faculty

How m.iny full-time -core)" Cuuwielinq fdCulty doe% your prutr4m hive?

How manytpart-time couw-ieling faculty doe':. your program nave?
(INCLUDING adjunct faculty)

C. APA ll(Nnhership

Is your program APA aplroved?

If yes. when was it approved?

Are you in the procesr. of -weking APA awdroval?

II. Formal Student Involvement

Please check the following type of formal student representation in your program:

(Check as many as apply)

elected (EX: The students, vote on specific student representatives)_

appointed (EX: The Director asks a specific student to perform
a specific funtion.)

volunteer (EX: A student volunteers to be on a faculty-run committee)

other

If you ha checked any of the above, please describe 'the function, history and
length of ths student involvement.

2
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IV. Areas o impact

In wh, t areas have students been involved in your.,program? Please cliek each
that pplies.

program policy formation

program ,curriculUm study and chan3es

admission of students

program goals
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VP. 'Ideal -student representation

What are your ideas about the ideal level of student involvement in Counseling

.Psychology training pro'grInams? What barriers do you forsee or have you

:-experienced toward reaching this tdeal:leVel? How satisfied,are-you with

your present level of"stiident involvement?

a

"OPTIONAL:

NAME

PROGRAM
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